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Introduction 
 
 I only state the obvious when I say that in the past decade or so Septuagint 
studies has been on the upsurge. To speak just from personal experience, in 1998 I 
attended a meeting sponsored by the German Bible Society at which were 
represented more than half a dozen translation projects for translating the 
Septuagint into modern languages. Not all such projects in existence were in fact 
represented at Stuttgart, and more have been added to the list since that date. Two 
of these, Septuaginta-deutsch and A New English Translation of the Septuagint 
(NETS) are being produced under the aegis of the International Organization for 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies (IOSCS).  
 A meeting with similar representation took place at the Penteli Monastery 
near Athens, Greece, in the fall of 2001, organized by the Greek Bible Society, 
and focused to some extent on the translation of the Septuagint into Modern 
Greek. 
 September of 2002 saw a symposium on the Septuagint, organized by David 
Trobisch, at Bangor Theological Seminary (Maine, USA) chiefly between 
participants in Septuaginta-deutsch and NETS.  
 All of these symposia were a success in their own right, but it was especially 
Bangor that underscored for me the central question of the discipline: What is the 
Septuagint? That in the context of translating the Septuagint into modern 
languages this question should emerge or re-emerge in all its force is hardly 
surprising. To translate a text demands that one reach conclusions about its 
character. As many can now testify from personal experience, nothing focuses 
one’s attention more on the character of the text than having to translate it into 
another language. 
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Which Septuagint? 
 
 Although the topic of the Bangor symposium was assuredly “the Septuagint,” 
it gradually became clear that participants held widely differing views on both the 
nature of the text and the task of its interpreters. In fact, by the conclusion of the 
symposium it had become crystal clear that more than one Septuagint was at 
issue, even if the tacit assumption was that we were all speaking of one and the 
same Septuagint. I would suggest that the disagreements that were emerging 
clustered around a number of interrelated conceptualizations: (1) the Septuagint as 
a coherent and systematic translation and interpretation of its source text (hence as 
a substitute for and revised edition of the Bible in Hebrew) in distinction from the 
Septuagint as a translation leaning heavily on its source (hence an ancillary tool in 
service to the original, one in which exegesis of any meaningful description is the 
exception rather than the rule, and even semantic coherence must to be 
demonstrated rather than assumed), and (2) the Septuagint as to its reception 
history in distinction from the Septuagint as to its constitutive character, i.e., as it 
was produced. In what follows I will speak of the Septuagint as produced in 
distinction from the Septuagint as received, in full recognition of the fact that 
“produced” and “received” need not be mutually exclusive. 
 In recent secondary literature there seems to be developing a similar 
polarization between what some have labeled a “maximalist” versus a 
“minimalist” interpretive approach to the Septuagint. In short: is the Septuagint a 
corpus with its own unique theological profile—and indeed each individual book 
with its own theological profile—or is the Septuagint an anthology of 
heterogeneous representations of Hebrew (and Aramaic) texts, containing 
anthropologoumena and theologoumena that do not necessarily hang together? 
One thinks, for example, of the sharp disagreement between Martin Rösel1 and 
Ronald Hendel.2 While for Rösel “the Septuagint version of Genesis is primarily 
a document of an early stage of the exposition of the book” (emphasis added), for 
Hendel such a sweeping claim is contradicted by the book’s “translation 
technique.” The same point is made by Hermann-Josef Stipp against Helmut 
Utzschneider regarding the book of Micah in a  

                                                
 1 Martin Rösel, “The Text-Critical Value of Septuagint-Genesis,” BIOSCS 31 (1998) 62-70. 
 2 Ronald Rendel, “On the Text-Critical Value of Septuagint Genesis: A Reply to Rösel,” 
BIOSCS 32 (1999) 31-34. 
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recent issue of the Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages.3 What is surely of 
interest and concern is that both the “maximalist” and the “minimalist” appeal for 
support of their thesis is not only to the same Greek text but also to the same 
translator who produced it.  
 To some extent, what we see reflected in these quite different 
conceptualizations may be due to the dual origin of our modern academic 
discipline of Septuagint Studies, namely, that of textual-criticism of the Hebrew 
Bible, on the one hand, and the hermeneutics of the New Testament, on the other. 
The former centers on questions of the original text of the LXX, while the latter 
focuses par excellence on exegesis in the Septuagint as a backdrop for the NT. 
Renewed interest and revitalized activity in the field appear to have accentuated 
this dual origin, to the extent that we are experiencing at present something of a 
crisis on the hermeneutical front of the discipline.  
 
 

Text-Produced ≠ Text-Received 
 
 At issue, I believe, is a failure to apply to the semantics of the text a 
distinction routinely applied to the form of the translated text. If it be true that the 
distinction between original text-form and (subsequent) text-forms of 
transmission history is central to the field of Septuagint Studies, it follows that a 
similar distinction should be applied to the semantics of the text as produced, on 
the one hand, and the semantics of the text as received, on the other. If the 
original text-form can only be established by a painstaking analysis of both the 
horizontal and the vertical dimensions4 of the text, it follows that the verbal 
makeup of the target text must be laid bare in essentially the same inductive way, 
namely, through a detailed analysis not only of the process by which the target 
text was derived from its source, but also of the literary product that resulted from 
this activity. Consequently, axiomatic for the discipline, both at the level of text 
form and at the level of text semantics, is the distinction between the Septuagint 
as produced, on the one hand, and the Septuagint as received, on the other, each 
with its own distinctive rules and procedures. When, however, “text received” is 
replaced with “text produced” (or vice-versa), the proper equations between text 
form and text  

                                                
 3 Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Bemerkungen zum griechischen Michabuch aus Anlass des 
deutschen LXX-Übersetzungsprojekts,” JNSL 29 (2003) 103-32. 
 4 See my, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The Relevance of the Interlinear 
Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer (ed.Johann Cook;  Leiden: Brill, 
2002, 337-64 [351-52] 



4 BIOSCS 39 (2006) 

 

semantics are confused, and unproductive controversy in the discipline is sure to 
result. Equally detrimental is when “text produced” and “text received” are 
collapsed without distinction. A desideratum of the highest order in Septuagint 
Studies is, therefore, it would seem, a clearly articulated theory of translation, 
which can then serve as a basis for principled exegesis of the Septuagint as 
produced. That is to say, what is called for, in my view, is a fully articulated 
explanatory model of the constitutive character of the LXX as a secure foundation 
for the hermeneutics of the translated corpus.  
 That a distinction between the text as produced and the text as received is 
axiomatic for the discipline is scarcely a novel observation. Not only is it rooted 
in the historical-critical approach—which continues to be practiced throughout 
Septuagint Studies—but one also finds it duly noted and fully recognized in the 
secondary literature for at least a century. Martin Flashar (1901) closed his 
impressive “Exegetische Studien zum Septuagintapsalter” with the observation, 
 

Als Kanon für alle Septuaginta exegese, —in seiner Anwendung freilich nach dem 
Character der betreffenden Übersetzung verschieden, —darf . . . der Satz gelten: Man 
muß von der Voraussetzung ausgehen, daß die Sprache der Septuaginta die ihrer 
hellenistischen Umwelt ist; man muß aber anderseits stets mit der Möglichkeit rechnen, 
daß die eigenartige Übersetzungstechnik G’s zur Wahl einer Übersetzung führte, die ein 
hellenistischer Leser anders verstehen mußte, als G im Sinne hatte.5  

 
Perhaps even more poignantly he had already written earlier, 
 

Was sie [the translators] in der Übersetzung zum Ausdruck bringen wollten, kann etwas 
ganz anderes gewesen sein, als das, was heidnische und später christliche Griechen in 
Ägypten aus ihr herauslasen.6  

 
 Some forty years ago James Barr (1968) in his well-known debate with David 
Hill similarly insisted on the  
 

necessary distinction between two sets of mental processes, [1] those of the translators 
themselves, whose decisions about meaning were reached from the Hebrew text, and [2] 
those of later readers, most of whom did not know the original.7  

                                                
 5 Martin Flashar, ZAW 32 (1912) 81-116, 161-89, 241-68. 
 6 Ibid., 90. One might further add Egyptian Greek-speaking Jewry from the time of Aristeas 
at the very latest. 
 7James Barr, “Common Sense and Biblical Language,” Bib 49 (1968) 377-87 [379] 
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More recently and from outside Septuagint Studies proper, Jonathan Z. Smith felt 
compelled to call for a “theory of translation” of the Septuagint as a basis for 
principled hermeneutics in aid of New Testament research.8 
 As these few representative citations make clear, the distinction between 
production and reception has long been recognized as axiomatic in the discipline. 
Furthermore, that it is the Septuagint as produced that forms the basis for the 
hermeneutics of the translated text is fully acknowledged as well. Not only is it 
standard to find references to what “the Greek translator” is supposed to have 
intended, but also a recent book by Holger Gzella on the Greek Psalter9 seeks to 
build an explanatory paradigm on how the Septuagint is thought to have been 
produced. One can only laud the attempt at articulating a paradigm, given the fact 
that a paradigm or explanatory model is in any event operative in hermeneutics, 
whether articulated or tacitly assumed;10 but whether the specific model Gzella 
proposes is in fact based on the text as produced is a question that begs for an 
answer.  
 Gzella’s theory in short is (1) that Aristeas’s legend of Septuagint origins, 
though only concerned with the Pentateuch, can mutatis mutandis be extended to 
Psalms and other books, and (2) that the translational terminology used by 
Aristeas demonstrates that the Septuagint was intended to be both a translation 
(Übersetzung) and an interpretation (Interpretation). Thus what we have, 
according to Gzella, is an exegetical translation with its own theological profile, 
hence a kind of systematically revised edition of the original. My problem with 
this portrayal is twofold: (1) if Aristeas is indeed an apologia for the Septuagint, a 
century an a half after its production, with the clear purpose of defending the 
Septuagint as a text in its own right, genealogically admittedly a translation but 
genetically nevertheless a work of great literature, a portrayal other than what we 
have in Aristeas would scarcely be warranted; in short, the entire Letter exudes 
the “acceptability” (Gideon Toury’s term) of the Septuagint within its host 
culture, hence a translation that is effectively not a translation; (2) the model 
Gzella presents, rather than being rooted in the textual linguistic makeup of the 
translation itself, is in point of fact superimposed from outside, even though some 
of the linguistic features of the LXX are duly acknowledged but then seemingly 
swept under  

                                                
 8 Jonathan Z. Smith, Drudgery Divine. On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the 
Religions of Late Antiquity (Chicago: University Press, 1990, 77. 
 9Holger Gzella, Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit (Berlin: Philo, 2002).  
 10 Pietersma, “A New Paradigm,” 339. 
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the carpet. In sum, for Gzella the Aristeas legend speaks to the Septuagint’s 
production or constitutive character, whereas it might better be argued that the 
legend bespeaks its reception history instead,11 and, furthermore, at a stage when 
the daughter text had declared its independence from its parent text, a declaration 
that was thought to stand in need of justification and defense. In other words, it is 
the scripturalization or canonization of the Septuagint that is related in Aristeas, 
not its production, all initial impressions notwithstanding.  
 
 

Translation Technique and Discourse Analysis 
 
 Septuagintalists hardly need to be told that the study of “translation 
technique,” championed especially by the so-called Finnish School, has a long 
and productive history of identifying and studying equivalencies between source 
text and the target text—hence engaging the vertical dimension of the latter. The 
focus is thus clearly on the text as produced. Though “the Finnish School” has 
come in for criticism for failing to see the woods for the trees,12 it has at the same 
time been acknowledged that the study of translation technique is propaedeutic to 
the exegesis of the text as produced. Indeed, it bears emphasizing that the detailed 
engagement with the relationship that holds target text and source text together, 
practiced by the Finnish School, is a sine qua non for hermeneutics of the text as 
produced. Be it noted, therefore, that both “text-produced” in distinction from 
“text-received” and ‘”elatedness of target and source” are well-established and 
familiar concepts in the discipline, both at the level of theory and at the level of 
practice. 
 An important tool for engaging the text—but with an emphasis on its 
horizontal dimension—is discourse analysis (or text linguistics), with the explicit 
aim of analyzing its linguistic makeup. Though not as yet widely employed by 
Septuagintalists, it would seem, it holds considerable promise. Even if only some 
of its claims are correct, it can help answer the question to what extent the 
translated text constitutes coherent discourse in its own right, and to what extent it 
is the kind of text Aristeas claims it to be. One might thus argue: if discourse 
analysis is designed to study the coherence of human dis- 

                                                
 11 See Benjamin G. Wright, “The Letter of Aristeas and the Reception History of the 
Septuagint,” in this volume. 47-67. 
 12 Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter (Tübingen: Mohr, 1995) 2;. cf. Gzella, 
Lebenszeit, 76.  
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course, spoken or written, i.e., that it can analyze its textual linguistic makeup; if 
coherence, furthermore, is the property that distinguishes discourse from non-
discourse (“text” from “non-text”), i.e., a coherent unit versus arbitrary sets of 
sentences;13 and if discourse meaning is, moreover, the basis of exegesis, it 
follows that Septuagint Studies might better make use of discourse analysis. Put 
another way, potentially, discourse analysis can show us to what extent we can 
speak of Septuagint materials as well-formed texts with their own features of 
discourse that are not simply transferred by rote from the source text, and to what 
extent they reveal themselves to be small text units or text fragments, with little or 
no contextual coherence not attributable to rote reflex of specific morphemes in 
the source text. For illustrative purposes let me use a few random examples from 
the Greek Psalter.  
 Since Greek particles have minimal semantic content and are widely used in 
Greek discourse as cohesive links, their use in translated literature invites 
attention. I will briefly look at ga/r (an explanatory particle) ou]n (a particle of 
consequence or continuation) and me\n . . . de/ (a pair of particles marking binary 
contrast). My object is not to determine their specific use in each case but simply 
to note their appearance as such, in an effort to provide a glimpse of the Psalter as 
a well-formed or an ill-formed text. For the sake of convenience, I have based my 
tallies on the Rahlfs text, even though that is not always the best text. 
 In the Psalter, kai\ ga/r always translates P), K) and Mg and is thus of interest 
only to the extent that it represents a marked feature (a non-default), which is true 
only when it renders K) in 61:3. ga/r alone is of greater interest, since it can 
scarcely be said to have a standard Hebrew counterpart, seeing that it translates a 
number of Hebrew morphemes (54:20; 88:22, 48; 106:17: 118:120). As 
Aejmelaeus has shown in a recent study,14 on 7 occasions ga/r translates causal 
yk in the Psalter, as against 360 cases of o3ti for the same Hebrew, thereby 
showing itself to be a marked discourse feature. Most interesting, however, is the 
fact that in 11 instances there is no counter- 

                                                
 13 See René Dirven and Marjolijn Verspoor, Cognitive Exploration and Linguistics 
(Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1998) 198. 
 14 A. Aejmelaeus, “Characterizing Criteria for the Characterization of the Septuagint 
Translators: Experimenting on the Greek Psalter,” in The Old Greek Psalter. Studies in Honour of 
Albert Pietersma (ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, Claude E. Cox, and Peter J. Gentry; Sheffield: 
Sheffield Academic Press, 2001) 54-73 [59]. The seven cases are 24:11; 43:4.7.8.22; 49:12; 
118:39. 
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part in the source, and as such ga/r is a discourse feature added by the translator 
to his source text. 
 Ou]n in the Psalter can be dealt with in very short order since it appears only 
once (9:35), though it is without Hebrew counterpart but also of questionable 
originality. By way of comparison one might note that Genesis has some forty 
occurrences, 1/3 without explicit warrant in the source text and ½ for Hebrew w. 
Greek Job features ou]n a dozen times, some for Hebrew w but more than half 
without explicit warrant in the source text.15 
 As a pair, me\n . . . de/ likewise never appears in Psalms, but again by way of 
comparison Genesis uses it half dozen times, and Job twice that many.16 
 What these few examples suggest is not only that particles are in short supply 
in Septuagintal translations, but also that discourse analysis can play an important 
role in Septuagint studies. The Psalter is different not only from at least some 
other translations within the translated corpus, but also, by extension, from the 
conventions of Greek discourse in general. To what extent such is the case in 
other books might be determined on a broader scale, both positively and 
negatively. That is to say, one needs to gauge (1) to what extent individual 
translations are well-formed units of discourse, (2) to what extent they are not, or 
(3) to what extent translation method incurs and creates disjointedness in 
discourse. Thus both cohesive links and “anti-links” are of vital interest. 
 
 

LXX and DTS 
 
 Other tools to study the Septuagint as produced might be noted, but when all 
is said and done, what stands to benefit the discipline most, I believe, is a 
comprehensive, descriptive, explanatory framework such as that provided by the 
newly-emerging discipline of Descriptive Translation Studies (DTS), championed 
among others by Gideon Toury,17 a discipline, moreover, that makes it its 
business to study translation as a phenomenon of human behavior and as such 
seeks to describe it in all its ordered complexity.  

                                                
 15 See Claude Cox, “Tying It All Together: the Use of Particles in Old Greek Job,” BIOSCS 
38 (2005) 41–54. 
 16 For comparative statistics on the use of particles in translational and non-translational 
literature see Georg Walser, The Greek of the Ancient Synagogue. An Investigation on the Greek 
of the Septuagint, Pseudepigrapha and the New Testament (Studia Graeca et Latina Lundensia 8; 
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2001). 
 17 Gideon Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to thje 
Study of the Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?” in this volume, pp. 13-25; and in greater 
detail Descriptive Translation Studies (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1995). 
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 According to Toury, all translations are facts of their respective recipient 
cultures and as such can best be studied by a target-oriented approach. That is to 
say, not only are they called into being by a felt need in a specific cultural 
environment, but, as such, they are intrinsically endowed with three 
interdependent aspects designed to meet the cultural need that evoked them. 
Translators can thus be said to be working in the interest of the target culture 
regardless of what kind of product they produce. The (logically) first of the three 
interdependent aspects or foci that Toury identifies he labels “function,” by which 
he has in mind not so much the actual use to which a translation is put, but rather 
what systemic slot it is designed to fill within the recipient culture or sub-culture. 
That is to say: what sort of text is it and to what extent does it cater to the norms 
of the target system and is thus “acceptable” to its host culture? Is it “acceptable,” 
for example, as a literary or a non-literary production? Is it seen to be a 
philosophical text or a non-philosophical text, a text in prose or in poetry, 
romance or history, designed to function bilingually or monolingually? In short, 
“function” (or “position”) signifies a translation’s cultural slot and the prospective 
use for which it has been designed. It is this question of systemic or cultural 
position that Steven Fraade attempts to answer for Targumic literature from a 
DTS perspective. Not surprisingly, in so doing he raises several basic issues of 
direct relevance to the Septuagint as well—hence a clear recommendation for 
studying closely related fields within an overarching theoretical framework.18 
 The second aspect Toury calls “product,” by which he means the textual 
linguistic makeup of the translated text, that is to say, the network of relationships 
introduced by the translator; in other words, what is studied in discourse analysis. 
Concretely, one may think here of the target text as a cultural entity.  
 The third aspect Toury terms “process,” that is to say, the strategies by which 
a translation is derived from its source text. Consequently, it includes the 
relationships that hold the target text and the source text together. Here 
Septuagintalists might think of “translation technique” since its focus, as noted 
above, is precisely that of target-source equation and hence the process by which 
the target text is derived from its source. 
 Central to Toury’s conception is, however, that the three aspects intrinsic to a 
translation (‘function,” “product,” and “process”) are not only  

                                                
 18Steven D. Fraade, “Locating Targum in the Textual Polysystem of Rabinnic Pedagogy,“ 
infra.xx-xx. 
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interrelated but are also interdependent. (For Toury’s diagrammatic representation 
see Benjamin Wright.19) 
 Since these three aspects are interdependent, any study of them in isolation, 
according to Toury, will likely result in superficiality. Since in essence the three 
form a complex whole, the real object of research into a translation is said to be 
the exposing of their interdependencies, with the aim of uncovering the 
underlying concept of translation, and the model used to shaped the product. In 
other words, the analysis of “product” (cf. “discourse analysis”) and of “process” 
(cf. “translation technique”) go hand in hand with “function,” i.e., the prospective 
cultural position of the translation. 
 Key terms in DTS’s descriptive accounting for the translation as produced are 
“acceptability” and “adequacy” for the purpose of signaling, on the one hand, the 
degree to which a translation caters to the norms of the target culture and, on the 
other hand, the extent to which it strives to reflect the formal features of the 
source text. The issue of translation as normative behaviour is addressed in some 
detail by Cameron Boyd-Taylor.20 
 In conclusion, let me emphasize that though DTS, as I read it, in the first 
instance concerns itself with the description of any given translation as 
produced—and to that extent excludes from its purview questions of origin and 
Sitz im Leben—it by no means follows that the text as received remains 
necessarily without interest to DTS. Consequently, it can be said to affirm the 
distinction that has been centre stage in this article. For as Toury writes: 
 

. . . this principle [of function determining product, which in turn governs process] does 
not lose any of its validity when the position occupied by a translation in the target 
culture, or its ensuing functions, happen to differ from the ones it was initially “designed” 
to have; e.g., when the translation of a literary work, intended to serve as a literary text 
too and translated in a way which should have suited that purpose, is nevertheless rejected 
by the target literary system, or relegated to a position which it was not designed to 
occupy. In fact, one task of descriptive studies in translation may well be to confront the 
position which is actually assumed by a translation with the one it was intended to have, 
and draw the necessary conclusions.21 

                                                
19Wright, “The Letter of Aristeas.” 

 20Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “Toward the Analysis of Translational Norms: A Sighting Shot,” in 
this volume, pp. 27-46. 
 21Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 14. 
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 The converse of this is that a translation not originally designed as, for 
instance, a literary work of high prestige may in time be assigned the position of a 
literary work of high prestige—without, however, any change to its original 
textual linguistic makeup. In other words, reception history does not alter textual 
linguistic make-up, even though function > product > process be re-articulated 
through re-contextualization. As Benjamin Wright suggests,22 in the legend of 
Septuagint origins as propagated by Aristeas that is precisely the stage of 
reception reflected. Hence Aristeas should be read as speaking not of text 
production but of text reception, that is, the Septuagint as a complete substitute 
for the Bible in Hebrew, a status never achieved by Targum.23 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
 Less than a generation ago biblical scholars began to study biblical languages 
within the parameters of modern linguistics. Might I suggest that the time has 
come for biblical translations, Septuagint and (probably) Targum alike, to be 
studied within Descriptive Translation Studies and thus to provide research in 
these ancient biblical translations with a new Archimedean point?24 DTS provides 
a framework within which translation technique (“process”) and textual linguistic 
make-up (“product”), together with the prospective slot (“function”) of the text 
within its recipient culture can be described with reference to the translational 
paradigm that informs the text.  
 
 

                                                
 22Wright, “The Letter of Aristeas. 
 23 See Fraade, “Locating Targum.” 
 24Cf. also Theo van der Louw, “Approaches in Translation Studies and Their Use for the 
Study of the Septuagint,” in Proceedings of the XII Congress of the International Organization for 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Leiden, 2004 (in press). 


